M.A.C, LIBRARY COPY 


Creation 


Social Science and Humanities 


QUARTERLY 





CREATION SOCIAL SCIENCE 
AND HUMANITIES SOCIETY 


The Creation Social Science and Humanities Society (CSSHS) was incor- 
porated in Wichita, Kansas, in 1977. The CSSHS is educational, and will 
promote and disseminate information on the implications of the Biblical 
creation model of origins for the social sciences and humanities, with emphasis 
on the development of these disciplines in accordance with the rapidly 
emerging and increasingly well established natural scientific models of Biblical 
creation. 

This Quarterly Journal is directed toward teachers and students of the social 
sciences and humanities, especially in institutions of higher learning. The 
CSSHS may also publish books, monographs, and other writings, and sponsor 
speakers, seminars, and research projects related to its educational purpose. 

IRS tax-exempt status was granted December 30, 1977. All contributions are 
tax-deductible. 

Voting membership is initially by invitation of the Board of Directors of the 
CSSHS to candidates eligible on the following basis: 

a. persons with at least a baccalaureate degree in the social sciences or 
humanities; or 

b. persons 18 years old or over, who have office in another creation-science 
organization with beliefs substantially identical with those contained in the 
CSSHS Statement of Belief, for at least one year immediately prior to applying 
for membership in the CSSHS. Voting membership dues are $10 (foreign, $11 
U.S.) per year. 

Sustaining Membership is open to those who subscribe to the C.S.S.H.S. 
Statement of Belief. Sustaining membership dues are $10 (foreign, $11 U.S.) 
per year. 

Both voting and sustaining memberships include subscription to the CSSHS 
Quarterly, and are reckoned as beginning and ending in September. 

Non-members may subscribe to the CSSHS Quarterly at the rate of $12 
(foreign, $13 U.S.) per year. 

Officers: Dr. Paul D. Ackerman, President; Mrs. E. Sue Paar, Vice-President; 
Mrs. Ellen Myers, Secretary- Treasurer. 

Editor: Dr. Paul D. Ackerman 

Staff: David Burke, Mrs. Vickie Burke, Mrs. E. Sue Paar, Mrs. Christie Ullum. 

Board of Reference: Dr. Duane T. Gish, San Diego, California; Rev. Walter 
Lang, Minneapolis, Minnesota; Dr. Henry M. Morris, San Diego, California; Mr. 
Harold S. Slusher, E/ Paso, Texas; Dr. John C. Whitcomb, Jr., Winona Lake, 
Indiana; Dr. Clifford A. Wilson, Mt. Waverly, Victoria, Australia. 


Cover art: “Judas” by Mrs. E. Sue Paar 


Editorial 


Dear Readers: 


Matthew 16:3 admonishes us to “discern the signs of the times.’ We embark 
upon a new decade and the “signs of the times” are manifest everywhere — 
signs of God's approaching wrath and judgment and, for believers, signs of the 
blessed hope, Christ's Coming Again. 

A little over two years ago in November of 1977 we sent out our first 
organizational newsletter. Since that time God has blessed our CSSHS ministry 
greatly. We are deeply thankful and pray for His continued grace and guidance. 
In particular | pray that we will not succumb to the temptation of “rolling up our 
sleeves” and beginning to serve God of our “own initiative” or “of ourselves.” 
There are, | believe, no areas of academic inquiry as fraught with pitfalls as that 
of the social sciences and humanities. For this reason it is particularly vital that 
we do not “run ahead” of our Lord and Master. Jesus said, “| do nothing of 
myself; but as my Father hath taught me, | speak these things” (John 8:28). My 
prayer for CSSHS at the beginning of this new decade is that God would grant 
that in this regard we would be like Jesus. In. His precious name. Amen. 


Paul D. Ackerman 


LETTERS AND COMMENTS 


Dear Editor. 


Please renew my membership for the forthcoming year. The Quarterly has 
been extremely helpful and instructive. May our glorious Lord continue to bless 
you and your work in the coming year. 


Yours in Him, 

Craig Schilling 

514 Front St. 
Columbus, TX 78934 


Dear Friends at CSSHS: 


Your Quarterly will provide excellent balance to creationists who are in the 
Social Sciences and Humanities, where the effects of evolutionary teaching 
become most apparent. We have many enquiries from students in these 
disciplines about the need for the creationist position to be known there. Your 
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quarterly | know will provide such a help to them here in N.Z. Your Society will 
be drawn to the attention of readers of our proposed “Creation Science News”, 
shortly to be published. 2 

We look forward to continued contact with your Society. 


With Christian greetings, 
Sincerely in Christ, 
Creation Literature Society 
P.O. Box 42 

Maraetai 

Auckland 

New Zealand 


Dear Editor. 


| wish to commend you on your editorial on Walter van der Kamp (Vol. Il, No. 
2—Winter 1979 CSSHQ). Walter is a dear friend of mine, and who caused me to 
seriously think of geocentricity and to become convinced of it as a Biblical 
doctrine. 

| also wish to commend you on the fine quality of CSSHQ. 


James Hanson, Professor 
Computer Science Dept. 
Cleveland State University 
Cleveland, OH 44115 


Dear CSSHS: 


| must express my deep appreciation for the Society's fine work in the Social 
Sciences and Humanities. I've especially been enriched by the articles on 
metaphor by Miss Kathy L Hutson, as well as the many other excellent articles 
in your Quarterly. 

May the Lord continue to bless your ministry as you seek to bring every 
thought into captivity, under the glory and dominion of the Living Word, under 
the illumination of the Sword of the Spirit, to the only place where true freedom 
of thought can exist — in service of Jesus Christ. 


Yours in Christ the Lion, 
Phillip B. Burton 

2701 Penny Lane, #232-1 
Austin, TX 78758 


Dear Sir: 


| was glad to see the article by J.B. Jordan in your December issue. 
Perhaps some of your readers may be interested to know that! have used very 
much the same arguments in Appendix D of my “THE GREAT BRAIN ROBBERY” 
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(Moody Press, 1974). 

Now we need to pray that God will raise up someone to do for archaeology 
and anthropology what Henry Morris and others have done for geology and 
palaeontology, namely demolish in toto the hypotheses of men who have not 
the wit or wisdom to use the Bible as the key to all “‘pre-history”. 


Yours sincerely, 
David C. C. Watson 
1.C.R. Midwest 

207 Washington N. 
Wheaton, Ill. 60187 


Dear Editor: 


| am glad to tell you that your Quarterly is shared with a number of my friends. 
Your work should benefit people all over the world. Your work is very near and 
dear to my heart and many of us shall uphold it in prayer. 


Yours in Him, 

Parayil Pothen Thomas 
Puramattom P.O.,Tiruvalla 
Kerala, India 689 563 


Dear Editor. 


| have neglected to subscribe to your fine Quarterly. However, when | read 
that excellent article “The Biblical Chronology Question: An Analysis” by James 
B. Jordan and noted that it is to be continued in the next issue of the Quarterly | 
decided here and now to send in my subscription. 


Yours in Christ, 
Thomas G. Barnes 
2115 N. Kansas St. 
El Paso, TX 79902 


Dear Editor. 


Greetings in this new year of our Precious Lord and Savior Jesus Christ. 

Thank you for publishing the numerous contributions to CSSHQ by Ellen 
Myers. | have enjoyed them all. The CSSH@Q has been a real God-send for the 
relevant fields of study. In this same mailing | am sending a note of thanks to 
Kathy Lynn Hutson. She has helped greatly re the language and creation articles 
on metaphor. 

The recent piece on “Towards Creationist Teaching of Origins” by Ellen 
Myers was interesting. She served the readers well with several references and 
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so forth. (Editors Note: See “Erratum” referring to this article kindly pointed out 


by Dr. Moore below). 
So do keep on keeping on in the Lord’s Name and for His honor and glory. 


Most cordially, 

John N. Moore 

1158 Marigold Ave., 
East Lansing, MI 48823 


Erratum 


The article by Norman Macbeth referred to in“ Towards Creationist Teaching 
of Origins” (Vol. Il, No. 1, Fall 1979 CSSHQ) did not appear in the Yale Law 
Journal (1959) as stated. The article appeared in The Yale Review Vol LVI (4): 
616-631, as a Letters and Comment Contribution, “The Question: Darwinism 
Revisited.” We thank Dr. John N. Moore who obtained this information by 
personal correspondence with Mr. Macbeth. 


In Praise of Men 


Ellen Myers 


“So God created man in his own image, in the image of God created he him; 
male and female created he them.” (Genesis 1:27) 

“And Adam said, This is now bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh: she 
shall be called Woman, because she was taken out of Man. Therefore shall a 
man leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave unto his wife: and they 
shall be one flesh.” (Genesis 2:23-24) 

There can be no doubt in the mind of the careful reader of the Bible that man 
precedes woman in creation and is the head of mankind. From the beginning 
the woman is second, and the man’s “help meet for him’ in a personal 
closeness superseding his relationship with his parents. Jesus Christ confirms 
this in no uncertain terms (Matthew 19:4-6). Man’s rule over woman was 
decreed by God after the Fall (Genesis 3:16). The Apostle Paul merely repeats 
this God-given order, in particular in the following passage from his letter to 
Timothy: “Let the woman learn in silence with all subjection. But | suffer not a 
woman to teach, nor to usurp authority over the man, but to be in silence. For 
Adam was first formed, then Eve. And Adam was not deceived, but the woman 
being deceived was in the transgression.” (| Timothy 2:11-14) A parallel 
exhortation is found in | Peter 3:1-6. St. Paul reiterates Genesis 3:16 in 
Ephesians 5:22-23: “Wives, submit yourselves unto your own husbands, as 
unto the Lord. For the husband is the head of the wife, even as Christis the head 
of the church: and he is the saviour of the body. Therefore as the church is 
subject unto Christ, so let the wives be to their own husbands in every thing.” 

But the task of the husband/man transcends the task of the wife/woman. St. 
Paul continues: “Husbands, love your wives, even as Christ also loved the 
church, and gave himself forit. . . that it should be holy and without blemish. So 
ought men to love their wives as their own bodies. He that loveth his wife loveth 
himself. . . For this cause shall a man leave his father and mother, and shall be 
joined unto his wife, and they two shall be one flesh.” (Ephesians 5:25, 27b, 28, 
31) 

My fellow women, let us be grateful that we have been commanded to do the 
lesser thing, submission, while our men are ordered to /ove us “as Christ loved 
the church.“ Whata high and holy calling is theirs! Only by great grace can they 
live out this Christlikeness. For they must contend not only against their own 
sinfulness, but also ours. We can be (and to be honest, we often are) unlovable 
“in our own right.” Yet precisely then Christlike love for us is demanded by God 
of our husbands, and in general of men for us women. We are compared with— 
nay, by analogy with the relationship between Christ and the church, we are — 
our men’s bodies. Think of the times when our own bodies do not submit to our 
own will, as in sickness or physical disability or clumsiness. We do not suppose 
our bodies deliberately rebel. Even so at least let us not deliberately rebel 
against our men, whether by word, or by deeds done or left undone in that 
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bitterest and most treacherous form of disobedience and lovelessness, inward 
withdrawal from fellowship. 

| see much of today's “women’s liberation movement" as a backlash against 
men who fell horribly and inexcusably short of their God-ordained task. They 
either bullied their wives, or else, Milquetoast-like, submitted to them. They 
were unfaithful to their God-given task by cleaving to mistresses, their jobs, 
their careers, or someone or something besides their wives. They are reaping 
what they sowed in their present identity crisis.” Looking at marriage, and their 
wives, as mere conveniences, they are themselves rejected as inconvenient. 
This is not the whole story behind “women’s lib,” but it is a part of it which must 
not be glossed over. 

However, there are men who are men indeed in their Christlike love for us 
women. Moreover, | believe that we women should look for, cherish, nourish 
and praise such Christlikeness in any man we meet, even though there may be 
very little of it. This is our task as “helpers meet for” our men. It is our good will, 
the indispensable foundation of all human relationships, in action. And it is 
amazing how much our good will increases and blesses us and those around us 
the more we show it. Eventually the entire relationship is transformed into 
mutual giving of love and joy, which is God's will for us from the beginning, and 
for eternity. 

How, then, is a man Christlike in his love for a woman? It has been my great 
joy, by God's grace, to be placed as daughter, wife, and friend by the side of men 
out of whose hearts and lives Christ shone and blessed, or shines and blesses. 
These men are in my heart and mind as | write what follows; | describe not 
fiction but lived reality. 

First, dear ones, you are reliable. Like our God Himself, you are there as 
promised and when needed. Like Christ Himself, you “love your own to the end” 
(John 13:1), undaunted by facial wrinkles, greying hair and other deteriorations 
of our outward appearance. You love us, the real inner us with rocklike devotion 
and loyalty. Your love for us is part of your own self, unchangeable as your own 
real self is unchangeable in its Christlikeness. Of course, therefore, you never 
cease loving us. Because your love is in and of Christ, it is utterly and eternally 
sure and certain. 

Second, you are patient and tender with us. In the Apostle Peter's words, you 
“give honor unto the wife, as unto the weaker vessel, and as being heirs 
together of the grace of life.” (1 Peter 3:7) You bear with our talkativeness, our 
impatience to remedy immediately and drastically what seems amiss to us 
(rightly or wrongly), our periodic irritability, our womanly gift of seeing people, 
events and circumstances deeply personally and hence with deep personal 
involvement and “side-taking.” You accept in calm patience and deep 
compassion the weaknesses of our womanly strengths, and the strengths of our 
womanly weaknesses. You stand fast as towers of silent strength when we rage 
and weep. Your calmness is never indifference, and never coldness. It is 
touched with our griefs. Like our God Himself, “in all our afflictions you are 
afflicted” and “the angel” — the spirit messenger, the knowledge communi- 
cated without and above the senses, “of your presence” gives us safety. (Isaiah 
63:9) Unlike God Himself, you may not be able to “do anything” in a concrete 
way to relieve our troubles. But we know you are with us in patience and 


tenderness right when we ourselves are most impatient and most inclined to 
“avenge ourselves.” 

Third, you prepare the ground and make room for us to grow. Dear ones, how 
much | love and praise you for this. | see you here as Adam, supporting and 
honoring and showing the way of personal fulfillment to Eve when he called her 
Eve “because she was the mother of all living.” (Genesis 3:20) The very name 
Eve means “living” (Chavah). Even so Christ the Second Adam “loved the 
church, and gave himself for it, that he might sanctify and cleanse it with the 
washing of water by the word, that he might present it to himself a glorious 
church, not having spot, or wrinkle, or any such thing; but that it should be holy 
and without blemish.” (Ephesians 5:25-27) You men who are men indeed in 
Christlikeness love us, are patient and tender with us, and give yourselves forus 
for our perfection to your perfect joy. You do not hinder our growth in any talent 
given us by our Creator and yours, but rather foster it and take joy in it. Our 
unfolding as our Father's daughters neither amuses you nor threatens your own 
inner joy, peace and utter security as our Father's sons. Yet you also provide so 
to speak the frame for our growth because you are not deceived by our fa/se 
aspirations. Adam gave in to his wife although he “was not deceived.” (I 
Timothy 2:14) But you, the more Christlike you are, the less will you be swayed 
by our Eve-like temptation to be as gods in our own right and to stand by our 
own knowledge and achievements rather than by Christ's humility in obedient 
faith. Especially is this ttue when we women falsely allow our career, study or 
avocation to take precedence over our primary duties as wives and mothers. 

This leads to the next vital manly virtue, providence. You provide for us as for 
your own bodies. It is our womanly strength to be predominantly present- 
oriented. It is your manly strength to be more future- oriented. You “see the end 
from the beginning.” Moreover, you are concerned with secret, hidden, 
unsuspected, neglected or deliberately overlooked flaws in all that touches 
you, especially in your relationship with us women whom you love. You will not 
let sleeping dogs lie. You cannot bear any cover-up of what you see as dividing 
you from the one you love. Here is a fundamental difference between the man 
who like Adam gives up his manhood, and the Christlike man who does not: 
Adam, though “not deceived’, followed his wife into sin/disobedience to 
God/death; but Christ ransomed us by never once giving in to sin, though 
“tempted in all points as we are.” 

Agreat teacher of Christlike men (and women) of our generation, C. S. Lewis, 
in what, like he himself, believe to be his best work, Perelandra, has told us of 
this in the words of the Adam of the imagined new world Perelandra, tempted 
like our own Adam yet victorious in Christ as our own Adam rejected to be: 

“And then | saw what had happened in your world, and how your 
Mother fell and how your Father went with her, doing her no good thereby 
and bringing the darkness upon all their children. And then it was before 
me like a thing coming towards my hand. . . what! should doin like case. 

“Yes... said the King, musing. “Though a man were to be torn in two 
halves. . . though half of him turned into earth. . . The living half muststill 
follow Maleldil. For if it also lay down and became earth, what hope 
would there be for the whole? But while one half lived, through it He 
might send life back into the other.” (Perelandra, 210) 


This, dear ones, is the hardest part of your love in Christ for us women and our 
children. Our mother Eve's sin was the less, she being deceived; hence her and 
our penance, subjection to you, also is the less. Our father Adam's sin was the 
more, he not being deceived, but deliberately choosing our mother over our 
Father in Heaven and Creator-Lord. Hence his and your penance, resisting not 
only deception but also fellowship with deception and the beloved caught up in 
deception, is the greater. We all must obey God rather than men (Acts 5:29). But 
yours is the more crucial and agonizing obedience because we, your loved ones 
over whom God has made you head and responsible, also are at stake. How 
much | love and praise you who bear this headship well, standing up if you must 
even against us whom you love. How we women in whose hearts Christ lives 
need to submit ourselves to Christ in you all the more when Christ in you 
rebukes and resists that which in us is not conformed to Him. | praise and thank 
God for you, my good father, my good husband, my good friend, especially and 
foremost for standing fast in Him where | would have gone astray and led you 
astray with me. And most of all you are to be praised when you tell us the truth in 
love and humility, not “lording it over us” but gently and patiently, exercising 
your headship on earth in His grace and not as though you naturally deserved it 
(for you do not). 

Closely linked to your virtue of Christlike providence is your being the initiator 
or pace-setter and goal-director for those you love. As the church must depend 
upon Christ for guidance in all things, so must we depend upon you. You must 
decide for yourself and your dependents (and to be dependent upon you 
Christlike men is a great blessing and joy) where and how we all shall live, work, 
attend school, go to church, go for entertainment and recreation, spend our 
retirement, and so on. There are times when you wish to lead us in a new path or 
to new goals, and we hesitate, or sharply disagree. You dear ones whom | love 
have generally stood fast when such discrepancies arose. However, you have 
never stood in my way or the way of your children when what | or they desired to 
do or to leave undone did not conflict with God's law. 

The words you said to me which gave me the most joy, dear father, dear 
husband and dear friend, were almost identical, and expressed the same 
thought: that you could rest in me. | do not think a greater testimony to a man’s 
and woman's mutual relationship (father-daughter, husband-wife, brother- 
sister or friend-friend) is possible here on earth, or even in eternity. “Rest” — 
God's own rest, hallowed by Sabbath and Sunday — His and our own rest from 
work, from our own works, from the painful awareness of work left unfinished, 
threatened, or destroyed — rest to enjoy the good fruits of perfect labor— rest in 
perfect love with the beloved created for this rest — that is the goal. ‘For the 
LORD hath chosen Zion; he hath desired it for his habitation. This is my rest for 
ever, here will | dwell; for | have desired it.” (Psalm 132:13-14) Even so you 
Christlike men, as Christ Himself to the church, are rest for us, and each one of 
you can say to his beloved among us women: “Come unto me. . . and | will give 
you rest.” (Matthew 11:28) His Holy Spirit, the Comforter, makes us one in this 
test with each other and Christ Himself, a foretaste of our eternal rest. 

This leads me to the Christlike virtue undergirding all else: Christ's own 


humility, exercised in long-suffering fortitude to please the Father. You in Christ 
are not one of the self-willed high and mighty concerned with your own 
prestige, status, or coveting worldly applause. Your manhood is not an ego-trip 
but received as God's design and calling for you from before the foundation of 
the world, You are “contented with mean (lowly) things.” (Romans 12:16) Your 
pleasures are simple and childlike, void of ostentation and usually attainable at 
small expense (but you are never miserly). You do not despise anyone doing 
manual labor low on the world’s status scale, nor would you hesitate to do it 
yourself if needed to support your loved ones though you might be highly 
trained professionals with degrees from renowned universities. Though head of 
the home, or just because you are the head of your home, you will change soiled 
diapers or stained linens on occasion, even as Christ Himself washed soiled 
feet the eve of Gethsemane. 

See how this basic virtue is precisely the one aimed at by the tempter in Eden. 
He baited his death trap by appeal to pride, suggesting that man the creature 
should be equal to his Creator not by obedient, humble conformity to the 
Creator and so in His likeness — but rather by usurping lordship by making his 
own rules, and by determining for himself what is good and evil. Christ on the 
contrary bears the “easy yoke’ of obedient meekness and /owliness of heart. 
(Matthew 11:29) Even so you who are men indeed know that all God's gifts to 
you, dominion over all the earth, headship and your very manhood, are never“to 
be grasped at.’ (Philippians 2:6) They are rather to be handled in awe, care, and 
to our Father's glory in righteous and merciful love possible only by Christ in 
you. 

May God Who created us in His own image, male and female, and gave His 
own Son for fallen man’s redemption, resurrection and sanctification, bless 
you, and us women under your authority and so your helpers, till in the New 
Heaven and Earth He reveals the intended glory of your manhood and our 
womanhood perfected in Him forever. 


Father and Son: 
The Tragedy of Edmund Gosse 


Lorella Rouster 


“The comedy was superficial and the tragedy essential,” Edmund Gosse says 
of his life in the classic, Father and Son. The tragedy he speaks of seems to be 
the fact that his parents were firm fundamentalist Christians who rejected 
Darwin's theory of evolution. But | see a different, more pervasive tragedy in his 
life, a tragedy that has far reaching implications for Christians today. 

Gosse’s father was a biologist, a contemporary of Charles Darwin, one of the 
early illuminati to whom Darwin revealed his theory before he unveiled it to the 
public. Father Gosse conversed personally with Hooker and Darwin in the 
summer of 1857 concerning the theory of natural selection which Darwin was 
planning to make public. 

After consulting with Carpenter, another scientist, both men decided to 
reject the new theory. But the model of origins they decided to hold included 
not only the Scriptural account of the creation of reproductively fixed “kinds,” 
but also the notion of the fixity of the species. Carpenter, Gosse, and other 
nineteenth century Christians did not realize that species is a human 
classification, and not necessarily always the same as kind, the divine 
classification. The notion of fixity of species later fell, under investigational 
observation. 

Father Gosse, shortly after his encounter with Darwin, published a book, 
Omphalos, to counter proposals then being set forth by Charles Lyell. Lyell's 
theories became the basis for uniformitarianism and the doctrine of slow, 
gradual evolution. Edmund saw the main argument of his father's Omphalos as 
the proposition that there was “no gradual modification of the surface of the 
earth, or slow development of organic form,” but that the “catastrophic” act of 
Creation produced instantly an earth with all the appearances of age. 

The press instantly ridiculed Gosse’s book, saying Gosse believed God hid 
the fossils in the rock to tempt geologists into infidelity. 

According to Edmund Gosse, his father earnestly believed Omphalos would 
reconcile geology and Genesis. But, he says, “ Alas! atheists and Christians 
alike looked at it, and laughed, and threw it away.” Father Gosse was injured 
deeply by the scornful reviews, chilly letters, and rejection of his idea even by 
friends. Under the pressure of this disapproval, Gosse left London, severed 
connections with the British Museum and Royal Society, and went to live in 
isolation by the seashore, where he continued to collect and dissect marine 
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specimens apart from the mainstream of the scientific-philosophic thought of 
his day. 

Edmund Gosse makes it clear that his parents loved and respected the Word 
of God. One can hardly criticize them for neglecting the Word. Gosse says, 
“Pleasure was found nowhere but in the Word of God, and to the endless” 
discussion of the Scriptures each (parent) hurried when the day's work was 
over.” He says that to the end of his father's life he “continued to take an eager 
pleasure in the text of the Bible.” 

But his parent's faith had other characteristics as well, and one contributed 
strongly to the tragedy of Edmund Gosse. One might call the family credo anti- 
intellectual and ascetic, for it appears entirely wrapped up in itself, with 
insufficient concern forunderstanding and addressing the philosophy and spirit 
of the age. Gosse informs us that his parents “neither knew nor cared about any 
manifestation of current literature. To them, literature and science alike were 
useful only to keep the student “out of the world,” and provide employment. 
They felt it was wrong to find pleasure in literature, science, or any pursuit other 
than reading and discussing the Word of God. 

Very little literature could squeeze the narrow strictures which formed the 
standards for the household. ‘The range of these (books) was limited,” explains 
Edmund, “for storybooks of every description were sternly excluded. No fiction 
of any kind, religious or secular, was admitted into the house.” Gosse’s mother 
believed that “to tell a story,” thatis, to compose fictitious narrative of any kind, 
or to read such “lies” was sin. She would not read any kind of poetry either, 
except lyrical and subjective poetry. Thus, the household was clearly outside 
the popular current of thought. The Gosses had always been isolated and 
insulated from the outside world, and leaving London, the Royal Society, and 
the British Museum was only the severing of ties that were already worn thread- 
thin. 

Perhaps it was partly this anti-intellectual element, this separationist- 
isolationist complex in his childhood faith that tainted Edmund's life from the 
beginning. In addition, his father's early and complete withdrawal from the 
mainstream of culture rendered his influence ineffectual in scientific society as 
well, and just at a key time when a firm and outspoken biologist could possibly 
have plugged the holes and avoided the breaking of the dam. 

Secondly, Father Gosse made the mistake of thinking that his ideas, or the 
tenets of accepted thought before Darwin, were as sure as the Word of God 
itself. He could not conceive that Genesis allowed for further specification. He 
was unable to deal adequately with the fossil evidence that was being 
discovered. His clinging to ideas of human origin, and his inability to separate 
the teaching of Genesis from his ideas about the teaching of Genesis, led him to 
scorn from scholars and saints alike, not to mention the loving but scorching 
scorn of his son Edmund, as related in Father and Son. 

We can learn a lot from the tragedy of Edmund Gosse. Do we at times exhibit 
the same general tendencies.? 

It is easy, in the light of all we know today, when Darwin’s ideas are being 
challenged even by evolutionists themselves, when we've had 180 years or 
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more to examine the fossil evidence, when we understand much more about 
speciation, and when creationists are supported by societies of like-minded 
scientists, to criticize Gosse. But we must remember the time in which he lived, 
and that though he wasn't correct in many of his speculations, he at least was 
one of the first to try to correlate Genesis and the fossil evidence. He at least 
recognized that all truth must fit together harmoniously; he was more 
intelligent than moderns who try to place Genesis and science in two separate 
boats ‘and never the twain shall meet.” 

The tragedy is that because his son's early life was so deprived of wonder, 
imagination, and what he calls “humanity,” Edmund Gosse turned from his 
father's firm adherence to the Scriptures and the creationist explanation. What 
Gosse held so tightly himself, he lost completely in his son. The humanistic, 
naturalistic explanation of life from which the father fled in horror, his son 
accepted and spread. That, itseems to me, is the real tragedy of Edmund Gosse. 


REFERENCES 
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The cosmos is God's creation. Manisa creature. The cosmos, including man, 
is subjected to the structural order of creation, itself creaturely, by God, who is 
not himself conditioned by it but faithful to it. Creaturely existence is meaning, 
i,e., any aspect or part of existence taken by itself of necessity refers beyond 
itself to something else for its meaning. This restless referring comes to rest 
only in the origin of all existence ... The functional diversity of cosmic 
existence has its concentric and integral point of unity in the heart of man, 
which means nothing in itself but only exists meaningfully in relation to the 
Creator in whose image man was made, and in communal relation to his fellow 
man. Man chose to lead an untrue life, constructed a false religion, attempted to 
refer the creation to a false origin of his own choosing and construction through 
the autonomous absolutization of himself or some other part or aspect of 
creation. He remained a creature, subject to the creation order faithfully 
maintained by God. Human life thus also continued to be religion, be it in a 
radically different direction, and incapable by itself to find the true direction 
again. Jesus Christ restored life to its true origin and enables man to live truly 
through subjection to him in communion with the Holy Spirit. 


— Hendrik Hart 

(in Communal Certainty and 
Authorized Truth, Amsterdam: 
Swets & Zeitlinger, 1966, xiv) 


12 


A Personal Letter to 
An Academic Unbeliever 


Ellen Myers 


(The following is an excerpted personal letter which was part of a term paper 
submitted by Mrs. Myers to a nonbelieving college professor with whom she 
has had a long and close dialogue regarding the Faith.) 


My dear beloved friend, 


We have taken a long journey together. We began with my objections to 
what | called “discussion-dissection” or mere outside verbal analysis of God. | 
told you it was repellent to me because (1) what is done to Him is done to me; (2) 
| love Him as | love you; (3) | believe that no one can be known fundamentally- 
integrally in this manner. 

l opened my heart to you so you might understand from within me how | know 
God — as a wife knows a good and perfect husband in a moment-by-moment 
marriage which is two-in-oneness or communion-relation. 

Next | took you with me so we might see together the views of God held by 
others. My concern was with their position on God as “other-than-self’ 
because | believe the thought uppermost in the minds of unbelievers, even as in 
my own mind before | came to know God, is that He is merely the believer's own 
invention or internal psychological event. You yourself have frequently 
expressed this view to me; once, long ago, you told me, “| thought you would 
lose your belief in your superstition — you are intelligent.” 

| am not by nature and desire inclined to self-introspection. What followed 
was my first attempt ever to describe in detail on paper the “tottering steps” 
leading me from unbelief to knowledge of God. | made the attempt because | 
believed you might profit from walking by my side and seeing through my eyes 
in retrospect the practical outworking in my “case” (the only one | felt entitled 
to describe) of Calvin's statement which is the keynote of this letter: Every right 
cognition is born out of obedience (Omnis recta cognitio ab obedientia 
nascitur (John 7:17). 

This raises the key issue which | now address, namely, that to know God — 
note, not merely to approach but also to know Him — is to repent. 

To repent is not to go about long-faced in drab clothing and in an attitude of 
souped-up self-scrutiny and self-reproach. It is to turn from self to God, to have 
a “change of heart” or of the entire direction of our will, thought and desire 
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towards Him, and so to be reconciled to Him NOW, moment by moment. Martin 
Luther says it perfectly in the very first of his ninety-five Theses ushering in the 
Reformation: “When God commanded that we should repent, He meant that 
our entire lives should be a continuous repentance.” So properly understood 
you see that repentance is nought else but man’s moment-by-moment 
“receiving God.” 

We evidently are not in this state of repentance before we come to God 
initially. We begin to repent when we begin taking those first “tottering steps” 
and in taking them lay ourselves open to God and His revelation. We can anddo 
slip out of repentance or moment-by-moment turning from self to God when we 
sin after we know God. Then we may reflect on what we have done, and repent 
again — that is, turn again from ourselves to Him. It is even as when after 
knowing you, dear friend, | lash out at you in unjust and foolish anger over 
misunderstood or hastily prejudged philosophical arguments. Above all else 
you have done for me | thank you for putting up with my “blindness” in such 
instances, Please forgive me. 

And then the beautiful and blessed thing is that God does not upbraid us or 
hold a grudge against us. He just takes us back. Our repentance and 
reconciliation with Him are almost simultaneous in experience with reconcili- 
ation instantly following repentance. The very next experience is always the joy 
— the incredible and indescribable, total and sure joy. Oh how much | long for 
the day when you too will know this great and perfect joy which is our birthright 
in our “new birth” of repentance and reconciliation with God— when you will 
know Himin you as “certitude certitude feeling joy peace” (Pascal Memorial). It 
is Christ's own joy of oneness with the Father fulfilled in us His faithful 
repentant people-in-reconciliation (John 15:7-11; John 17:11-13). 

Repentance, | repeat, is turning from self to God. This involves acknowledg- 
ing as our sins our acts shown to be such by God's revealed will. It involves also 
to acknowledge that our sins must be eradicated from our lives — our turning 
against our sins in turning to God. Repentance is thus part of reconciliation, 
namely, reconciliation of our own judgment with God's, and thus our own 
reconciliation to God. 

Now consider why God on His part can instantly receive us back, upon our 
first turning to Him and upon our countless fallings into sin after we know Him. 
We owe this to Christ's paying our penalty in our stead on the cross. 

Therefore if any man be in Christ, he is a new creature: old things have 
passed away; behold, all things are become new. And all things are of 
God, who has reconciled us to himself by Jesus Christ, and has given us 
the ministry of reconciliation: To-wit, that God was in Christ, reconciling 
the world to himself, not imputing their trespasses unto them; and has 
put into us the word of reconciliation. 

Now then (1) am an ambassador in Christ, as though God did beseech 
you by(me): (I) beg you in Christ's stead, be reconciled to God. For He has 
made him sin for us, who knew no sin, that we might be made the 
righteousness of God in him. (2 Corinthians 5:17-21) 

What we said earlier about the “road of obedience in small duties” holds true 
— up to a point, namely, that we cannot simply “go on” if our direction is false. 
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Going on “muddling through” toward the wrong goal can only do us and others 
harm sooner or later. Dear beloved friend, this question too is part of the 
“universal human condition” we all must of necessity face moment by moment: 
are we — are you — headed in the right direction “now”? 

Now if you admit that (1) no man is an island living unto himself; (2) by being 
headed in the wrong direction (if you are) even though pursuing your modest 
“road of small duties” you will harm yourself and your fellow men sooner or 
later; (3) as a moral being you ought to avoid inflicting harm upon your fellow 
men (and possibly also yourself) — then you are morally obligated to make as 
sure as you Can that you are headed in the right direction. 

If this entails reexamining all your premises, then | think you ought to do so. 
You will also grant me | think that if this step in turn entails rejecting some or 
even all of your present premises, then you ought to do this too. 

Perhaps you have already gone through all these steps before and come to 
the conclusion that your “inherent uncertainty principle” (i.e. all premises and 
answers and hence all goals and “directions” must always be tentative, the 
world being what it is) excuses you from answering more than“I don’t know" to 
our initial question, namely, whether you are headed in the right direction 
“now.” 

Nevertheless your acknowledgment of the moral obligation outlined above 
in points (1) through (3) constitutes a moral claim check on you, due and 
payable by checking out your direction now, which entails reexamining your 
“inherent uncertainty principle” as possibly false (as it also possibly is on its 
own premises). If infallible revelation from an omniscient God such as claimed 
by the Bible, and claimed to be available to man, could be shown to exist, then 
this would show your" inherent uncertainty principle” to be false. | submit that if 
you could know that this God in fact exists, then you would also know that His 
infallible revelation exists, because this God is described as the God of 
omniscience and infallible revelation given to men — His own propositional 
statements about Himself and none other.* 

You have admitted to me in the past that the evilness of this present world 
does not prove that this God does not exist. Nor can His non-existence be 
proved by empirical verification or logic. | in turn grant you that unless we can 
know God directly by His self-revelation to us person-to-person in conformity 
with His self-revelation through His propositional statements about Himself, 
we must abide in mere relative or probable belief in His existence. 

Thus the way to know whether He in fact exists and to know Him person-to- 


* Editor's Note: It seems to me that the final link in this chain of logic is that if 
the God of the Bible exists it must be possible for us to Know that He exists. 
For whatever it means to “know” and whatever its requirements God can fulfill 
them. Philosophers may not know what it means to “know” but they can be 
certain that it is possible to know God if in fact He does exist. 
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person coincide and complement each other. That way we have outlined as the 
“tottering steps’ of obedience to that which we do acknowledge as “true” or 
deserving an act of obedience while not as yet committed to the “new 
doctrine”, analogous to learning to swim or walk, and remembering that 

- “acquiring a new nature” is involved. “Acquiring a new nature” is a most radical 
“change in direction” indeed. You know now another name for what this means 
in relation to God: repentance. 

Lastly, as you well know as a scholar, one must have risen above one’s 
subject matter and thus so to speak have “transcended” it before one can 
properly explain it even to oneself. If we persist in walking through this present 
world as ignorant learners unable to rise above this world or to transcend it, we 
make sure that we will never account for it properly. Only an omniscient, 
transcendent Being-— like a scholar who has risen about his subject matter and 
so knows it — can account properly for the world and our own correct or false 
direction in it. This holds true all the more if the world has been “tampered 
with”, like a primary source forged or altered so the forger might substitute his 
own falsified account for the true original one to promote his own glory. Only He 
Who knows all things knows whether we are dealing with a world which is a 
forgery of its original intended state — with a deceiver going about to lead us 
astray — and how to see through his deceptions. 

Yes, you have a right to complain about this present world of change and 
deception/evil. Yes, you have a right to accuse the God of the Bible for allowing 
it to exist. God paid by“ taking His own medicine” in the humiliation, torture and 
crucifixion of His Son. He also keeps “taking His own medicine” today in 
communion-relation with His repentant/faithful people who attempt to 
manifest Him in the face of ridicule, indifference, rejection and outright 
persecution. He pays this price for your reconciliation to Him. 

But no, you have no right to accuse Him of deliberately setting you up ina 
Catch-22 situation in demanding that you be headed in the right direction in 
your walk in this world, yet making it impossible for you to know or find out what 
the right direction is (as you assert in holding to your “inherent uncertainty 
principle”). For consider, my dear, beloved friend “of whom | travail in birth, till 
Christ be formed in you” (Galatians 4:19), that He told us from the beginning 
that our answer about the direction in which we are to be headed lies in Him and 
His self-revelation, His will expressed in propositional Yeas and Nays (that is, 
His laws), and not in this world. Therefore, if you reject His self-revelation and 
Him, do not blame Him if you wind up without answer, nor are you released by 
your rejection from paying the moral claim check of “right direction — NOW.” 
With regard to this claim check, you are without excuse. 

| call you — He-in-me calls you— to know Him in repentance-reconciliation- 
joy. 
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The Biblical Chronology 
Question: An Analysis 


James B. Jordan 


(This is the conclusion of an article begun in the last issue 
of the CSSH Quarterly.) 


B. BENJAMIN B. WARFIELD 


Warfield commences his essay ‘On the Antiquity and the Unity of the Human 
Race” 7° with the statement that the question of chronology “became acute” 
with the rise of the Darwinian hypotheses. Warfield’s arguments, insofar as they 
differ from what has been discussed already, can be summarized under three 
heads. 

First, Warfield argues that it is not the purpose of the genealogies (N.B.) of 
Gen. 5 and 11 to give chronological information: 

These genealogies must be esteemed trustworthy for the purposes for 
which they are recorded; but they cannot safely be pressed into use for 
other purposes for which they were not /ntended, and for which they are 
not adapted. In particular, it is clear that the genealogical purposes for 
which the genealogies were given, did not require a complete record of 
all the generations through which the descent of the persons to whom 
they are assigned runs; but only an adequate indication of the particular 
line through which the descent in question comes. Accordingly it is 
found on examination that the genealogies of Scripture are freely 
compressed for all sorts of purposes; and that it can seldom be 
confidently affirmed that they contain a complete record of the whole 
series of generations, while it is often obvious that a very Jarge number 
are omitted.?! 

There are a number of errors in this assertion. First, it simply is not the case that 
large numbers of generations are omitted from the genealogies. Known gaps 
are in fact few, and the gaps are not large. Second, it is not true that upon a 
prima facie inspection these genealogies are not for chronology. In fact, the 
reverse is the case. Finally, we must ask, and here Is the heart of the issue, how 
the purpose of a given text can be ascertained unless the text in all of its specific 
details be examined. The fact that it is not the purpose of | Chronicles to provide 
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a chronology does not prove that it is not the design of Genesis 5 to provide 
one, It would seem to the simple reader that it most certainly /s the design of 
Genesis 5 to provide, among other things, chronological data. 

But second, Warfield does not simply wish to argue the purpose of the text, 
but he wants to argue that the text can have only one purpose. This reduc- 
tionism is apparent in his discussion of the fact that the father's age is given for 
the time of the birth of his son: 

There is, in a word, much more information furnished with respect to 
each link in the chain than merely the age to which each father had 
attained when his son was begotten; and all this information is of the 
same order and obviously belongs together. Itis clear that asing/e motive 
has determined the insertion of it all; and we must seek a reason for its 
insertion which will account for all of it. This reason cannot have been a 
chronological one: for all the items of information furnished do not serve 
a chronological purpose. Only the first item in each case can be made to 
yield a chronological result; and therefore not even it was intended to 
yield a chronological result, since all these items of information are too 
closely bound together in their common character to be separated in their 
intention. ... When we are told of any man that he was a hundred and 
thirty years old when he begat his heir, and lived after that eight hundred 
years begetting sons and daughters, dying only at the age of nine 
hundred and thirty years, all these items cooperate to make a vivid 
impression on us of the vigor and grandeur of humanity in those old days 
of the world's prime. ... This is the impression which the items of 
information inevitably make on us; and it is the impression they were 
intended to make on us, as is proved by the simple fact that they are 
adapted in all their items to make this impression, while only a small 
portion of them can be utilized for the purpose of chronological 
calculation. 2? 

Against this reductionistic argument we have five contraries. First, if the sole 
purpose of the passage were to make an impression on our minds of the vigor of 
the patriarchs’ humanity, why was the age of the father at the birth of his son 
even included at all? Ex. 6:16-19 communicates the same impression, without 
the superfluous information. Does Scripture give us useless information? 


Second, these passages also contain other information which cannot be 
subsumed under the sole purpose of giving an impression of vigor, such as that 
concerning Enoch (5:24). Other genealogies are replete with such interjec- 
tions of information. Warfield recognizes this and refers to these as paren- 
thetical insertions. But notice carefully what he has done. First, he arrives ata 
sole purpose for the text on the basis of ignoring these “parentheses”, and then 
he takes them up again and tells us they are parentheses. This is an informal 
logical fallacy: he is assuming what he wishes to prove. The presence of these 
parentheses can just as easily prove that there is not just one sole purpose for 
these texts. 

Third, even if we grant, which we cannot, that there can only be one purpose 
for the text, the truth status of the parentheses must still be assessed. Warfield 
states: 

It is quite true that, when brought together in sequence, name after 
name, these notes assume the appearance of a concatenated chrono- 
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logical scheme. But this is pure illusion, due wholly to the nature of the 

parenthetical insertions which are made. When placed one after the 

other they seem to play into one another, whereas they are set down here 

for an entirely different purpose and cannot without violence be read with 

teference to one another. 7° 
This is an extraordinary statement. If it were true that a chronology cannot be 
worked up without doing violence to the passage, how did expositors 
throughout all the ages of the Jewish and Christian church before Warfield 
make so ill a mistake? Calvin, quoted above, intimates that the matter is so 
obvious that anyone denying the chronology would have to be perverse. 
Moreover, note that this argument stands or falls based on the concept of 
parenthesis, which concept we have shown to be illusory. (What, by the way, is 
a “parenthesis” anyway? All parenthetical assertions have some relation to the 
text.) The main point we wish to establish here, however, is that even if these 
remarks are parenthetical, they are still either true or false. The simplest and 
most helpful definition of a proposition is that a proposition is a statement 
which is either true or false. “Seth begat Enoch when he was 105 years old” isa 
proposition. It is either true or false. Warfield seems to be arguing that because 
the general purpose of this passage is to give an impression of vigor, therefore 
the specific statements of the passage, especially the “parenthetical” ones, 
may not be true. He does not state this, but what else are we to make of his 
remarks? /f these “parenthetical remarks” are true, and as a defender of 
inerrancy Warfield is committed to the idea that they are, then the concaten- 
ation of them makes chronology unavoidable. 

Fourth, Warfield knows, as a good systematician, that no passage of 
Scripture has as its broader contextual purpose to teach the full doctrine of the 
personality of the Holy Spirit. We do not hesitate, however, to draw from 
Passages referring to the Holy Spirit those inferences which demonstrate His 
personhood, and systematize these into a whole doctrine. Thus, even if 
Warfield were right regarding the overall contextual purpose of Genesis 5, it 
would not invalidate the chronological use of the material contained in that 
passage. If we may systematize “random” materials pertaining to the Holy 
Spirit, why may we not do likewise with materials pertaining to chronology, 
especially as the materials were not actually scattered at all? 

Fifth and finally, contrary to Warfield, the purpose of any Scripture passage is 
to say what it says. There is no reason to assume that the authors of Gen. 5 and 
11 were unconcerned about chronology. They may have had numerous 
concerns, and given the information they set down, they did. If their sole 
concern had been genealogy, even in a general sense of indicating important 
personages in the Messianic line, they would not have needed to include any 
information regarding the lifespans of the patriarchs at all. If their dual purposes 
were genealogy and an impression of vigor, the inclusion of the age of the father 
at the birth of the son would be superfluous, The fact that the Bible does contain 
genealogies of these two types demonstrates that they were not literary 
impossibilities. It remains the case that the text does contain this chronological 
information, which cannot safely be suppressed in the interest of some 
supposed overarching purpose. 

Warfield's third argument is from the symmetry of the texts: “Their 
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symmetrical arrangement in groups of ten is indicative of their compression.” 2“ 
What Warfield has noted is that each genealogical list begins with an “Adam” 
(Adam himself, and the second Adam, Noah), proceeds through nine other 
fathers, andissues in three sons from the last named father. It is argued that this 
symmetry is literary and not historical. Against this we simply note that there is 
no reason to accept this assertion. There is no reason why Gen. 5 and11 cannot 
reflect the actual historical state of affairs; indeed, the inclusion of the father's 
age at the birth of his son militates against any gaps, as we have seen, and thus 
favors historical accuracy. Moreover, there is a question of hermeneutics here. 
True it is that the number ten (and the number seven, and others) is used 
symbolically in Scripture to indicate fulness or totality. What, however, is the 
origin of this usage? Warfield might want to assert that it was simply a literary 
convention in use already at the time Genesis was set down, but if Wiseman’s 
thesis be correct, and there is much evidence that it basically is, then the tables 
found in Gen. 5 and 11 are very early indeed. In fact, what seems more plausible 
is that they are the source of the literary convention, under what is sometimes 
called in hermeneutics the Law of First Mention. Genesis 1 would then be the 
origin of the use of seven for fulness, and thus Genesis 1 would involve a literal 
use of seven, while some subsequent usages would be reflecting symbolically 
the meaning of Genesis 1. For instance, Matthew's chronology, arranged in 
three groups of fourteen, would be using the number seven symbolically to 
point to Christ as a new creation. Similarly, the use of the number ten in later 
Scriptures would be based upon Gen. 5 and 11. Inshort, Warfield’s procedure is 
overly systematic and does not do justice to Biblical-theological hermeneutical 
considerations. 


C. WILLIAM H. GREEN 


The classic essay attempting to show that the Bible does not commit the 
evangelical to a chronological scheme dating from Creation forwards was 
written by William H. Green in 1890. Most of Green's arguments have been 
surveyed earlier in this paper as they have been reiterated by Schaeffer and 
Warfield. At the risk of becoming tedious, however, it will be well for us to 
examine closely his account of the crucial matter: the fact that the age of the 
father is given for the birth of his apparent son. 

Our method will be to cite Green consecutively and intersperse our own 
observations on his argument. Basically it is the same as Schaeffer's sixth 
argument examined previously. 


Why should the author be so particular to state, in every case, with 
unfailing regularity, the age of each patriarch at the birth of his son, unless 
it was his design thus to construct a chronology of this entire period, and 
to afford his readers the necessary elements for a computation of the 
interval from the creation to the deluge and from the deluge to Abraham? 
And if this was his design, he must, of course, have aimed to make his list 
complete. The omission of even a single name would create an error. 

But are we really justified in supposing that the author of these 
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genealogies entertained such a purpose? It is a noticeable fact that he 
never puts them to such a use himself. He nowhere sums these numbers, 
nor suggests their summation. No chronological statement is deduced 
from these genealogies, either by him or by any inspired writer. 28 
We must ask whether there is any need for such a summation. It is a simple 
matter for any person to total up the numbers and figure out the time period for 
himself. Moreover, the mere fact that these numbers are not explicitly put toa 
summary chronological use by the text does not make them untrue and thus 
unfitted for our use to that end. 


There is no computation anywhere in Scripture of the time that elapsed 
from the creation or from the deluge, as there is from the descent into 
Egypt to the Exodus (Exod. 12:40), or from the Exodus to the building of 
the temple (1 Kings 6:1). 

These facts we readily grant, with some reservations respecting Green's 
interpretation of Ex. 12:40 to which we shall return later. Note, however, that 
the two periods he mentions are not accompanied by “genealogies” of the sorts 
found in Gen. 5 and 11. The Scripture clearly does intend to give chronological 
information at these points, and this should not be overlooked. Chronology/s of 
concern to the writers of the Bible. From this perspective we should be 
surprised if the Bible did not include chronological data regarding the period 
from Creation to Abraham, especially since such data can now be obtained from 
no other source. That chronology is of concern to the Bible (and to its Author) 
can also be seen from the often difficult and confusing chronology of the Kings 
of Israel. Thus, we find that it is the intention of the Bible to provide us with 
chronology from Abraham to the Exile. Some of that chronology is given in 
summary statements, such as the two Green alludes to, but some is also given 
interspersed in the histories of the Kings. Is it therefore surprising or unreason- 
able that some should be given along with genealogies as well? We conclude 
that the fact that the numbers are not totalled or summarized is no argument 
against their intended chronological use. 


And if the numbers in these genealogies are for the sake of 
constructing a chronology, why are numbers introduced which have no 
possible relation to such a purpose? Why are we told how long each 
patriarch lived after the birth of his son, and what was the entire length of 
his life? These numbers are given with the same regularity as the age of 
each at the birth of his son’ and they are of no use in making up a 
chronology of the period. 

There is an implicit reductionism in this line of reasoning, for it is assumed that 
the passage can have only one purpose and that all information must dovetail 
fully to that end. This line of thought we reject for the reason that it is 
indefensible in the light of basic linguistic considerations. The purpose of the 
book of | John is to provide Christian assurance, but in arguing to that end a 
number of factors are brought into play and a good deal of information is given 
out which in and of itself would not tend necessarily toward assurance of 
salvation. To encapsulate this argument, there are various sizes of Scriptural 
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periscopes which have varying purposes. The Bible itself may be taken as a 
literary unity with a purpose. The Torah may be taken as a literary unit with a 
specific emphasis or message. And so it goes. The specific purpose of the book 
of Genesis may be different from, though not inconsonant with, the specific 
purpose of the Bible as a whole. The same thing is true within a periscope of 
smaller size. The purpose of Gen. 11:18 is to tell us two things: a. that Peleg 
begat Reu, and b. that Peleg was 30 years old at the time. The overall purpose of 
Gen. 11:10-26 may simply be to establish a genealogical link between Shem 
and Abraham, and the specific information given in verse 18 is not altogether 
essential to that end. The information is, however, given. What do we make of 
it? 

We need to take up the specific details of these two passages to answer 
Green fully. Genesis 11 gives these pieces of information: 

a, the name of the important son. 

b. the age of the father at this son's birth. 

c. the age to which the father lived after this son's birth. 

d, the fact that there were other children. 
Note that the total number of years is not given. It is not needed, since we may 
figure it out for ourselves. The possible meanings and purposes of this passage 
are: » 
to prove that Abraham descended from Shem. 
to show the longevity of the patriarchs (from the totals). 
to show the declining lifespan of humanity (also from the totals). 
to show the fertility of the postdeluvial world. 
to provide a chronology. 
Are any of these purposes consonant with one another? The answer is obvious. 
As regards Genesis 5, we note these items of information: 
the name of the important son. 
the age of the father at this son's birth. 
the age to which the father lived after this son's birth. 
the fact that there were other children. 
the total number of years the father lived. 
the fact that the father died or did not die. 
Here the total number of years is given. Although we could deduce it for 
ourselves, our attention is called to it by its specific inclusion in the text. Why? 
We believe that the answer is that the text wants us to note that despite the fact 
that these men lived extraordinarily long lives, and may have seemed immortal, 
they did in fact eventually die. Then, by contrast, Enoch did not die. Thus the 
purposes of the passage are: 

a, to show the longevity of the patriarchs. 

b. to show the fertility of the patriarchs. 

c. to call attention to the fulfillment of the curse of death. 

d. to show that Noah, the second Adam, was descended from the first 

Adam. 

e, to provide a chronology. 
Note that Warfield only admitted the first two. The empnasis on death is not 
noticed by him. If his reductionism were correct, all but one of these emphases 
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would have to be rejected. As it is, we feel free to allow the specifics of the text 

to point us to its comprehensive meanings. 

We believe we have answered Green's question as to why all the information 
provided was actually given, It is true that not all of it tends toward chronology, 
but it is also true that not all of it tends toward an impression of vigor (longevity 
and fertility), and not all of it tends toward an emphasis on the fulfillment of the 
curse. In fact, the information contained in these passages cannot (and need 
not) all be subsumed under any one satisfactory heading. Green gives as his one 
purpose: 

They merely afford us a conspectus of individual lives, and for this 
reason doubtless they are recorded. They exhibit in these selected 
examples the original term of human life. They show what it was in the 
ages before the Flood. They show how it was afterwards gradually 
narrowed down. But in order to do this it was not necessary that every 
individual should be named in the line from Adam to Noah and from Noah 
to Abraham, nor anything approaching it. A series of specimen lives, with 
the appropriate numbers attached, this is all that has been furnished us. 

Green is correct that for the purpose as he gives it, not every individual would 

have to have been listed. The point is that his one purpose also renders 

unnecessary the following items of information included in the text: 
a. the age of the father at the birth of the son. 
b. the fact that the father died. 
c. the fact that there were other children. 

If the texts only gave the number of years lived by the patriarch, together with 

the name of his son, Green would be correct in his assessment of the intention 

of the passage. This is the case in Ex.6:16-18, as we have noted. The fact that 

Gen. 5 and 11 include additional data destroys Green's thesis. 

Green concludes by arguing in the same way as Schaeffer's sixth argument, 
that the text may be paraphrased “X begat someone who led to Y.” This 
hypothesis has been dealt with above. 

The only other argument of Green that is not repeated in the later writers we 
have discussed is that the genealogies of Gen. 5 and 11 bear a similarity with 
the time of the Egyptian Sojourn in that events are delineated at the beginning 
and end of the periods, little is said about the middle, and the genealogical 
tables for the middle are incomplete. 2” There is no need to argue this out, since 
the comparison is far-fetched, and proves nothing at all either way. We shall, 
however, make the following points for those who have Green's essay in hand. 
1. Careful chronologers agree that the Jews only sojourned in Egypt 215 years. 

Gal. 3:17 is used to correct Ex. 12:40 for several reasons. Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob, while in Palestine were under Egyptian domination. On this 
consult Anstey, 28 Mauro, 2%and especially Courville. °° 

2. There is no reason, thus, to hold to gaps in Ex. 6:16-22. Considering the 
comparative ages of Bezalee! and Moses, the fact that he was seven 
generations from Jacob while Moses was only four is not strange. Moses 
was already 80 years old when the Exodus occurred. 

3. There is not good reason to think that eleven generations passed between 
Jacob and Joshua. The list in | Chr. 7:23-27 is in the same literary form as | 
Chr. 6:22-24, which Green himself proves to include brothers as well as 
sons. No other genealogy is anywhere near that long for the time 
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considered. 

4. The confusion created by the view that Israel was in Egypt 430 years is 
amply illustrated by the tortuous exegesis forced upon Green and Keil (see 
Green p. 19f.) to explain the genealogy of Ex. 6. Taking the genealogy at face 
value, and the Sojourn in Egypt as 215 years, there is no problem. 

5. Contrary to Green, there is nothing strange in the fact that the four sons of 
Kohath could give rise to 8600 male descendents by the time of the Exodus. 
What Green has forgotten is that far more than 70 persons went down into 
Egypt. If Abram had 318 men servants (Gen. 14:14), how many would these 
have been by the time of the Descent? Jacob's many servants are seen in 
Gen. 32:16-20; 35:6; 36:6-7. Moreover, the Jews were so numerous that 
they were given the whole land of Goshen (Gen. 47). The enumeration in 
Numbers included all the men of the tribe, not just the literal descendents of 
Jacob, which were also very numerous by this time (cf. Gen. 47:27; Ex. 1:7, 
10, 12). 

6. Finally, though not much is said about it, the Bible actually does give some 
indications of what the Jews did in Egypt before they were reduced to 
bondage. | Chron. 7:21 and 24 doubtless transpired during the Goshen 
period. 

Thus, there is really no reason to impose the kind of confusion on Ex. 6:16-22 
that Green attempts. The argument from analogy with the Sojourn breaks down 
not only because analogical arguments prove nothing, but also because the 
analogy is false. 


D. CONCLUSION 


We have seen that the only possible argument against the chronology of 
Scripture is that the text should read “’X lived n years and begat (someone who 
led to) Y." We saw that this is exceedingly far-fetched and replete with 
difficulties. The two most weighty arguments against this reconstruction are 
that it would never be thought of by anyone approaching the passage with 
unjaundiced eye, and that it reduces the data regarding the age of the father at 
the birth of his descendant to a meaningless triviality. An interpretation which 
trivializes Scripture may safely be discarded. 

Thus we conclude that the Bible unquestionably teaches a chronology from 
Creation to Abraham. Any evangelical holding to the specific and comprehen- 
sive inerrancy of Scripture will be forced, if he looks into it, into accepting this 
chronology. 


E. THEOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS 


1. Biblical chronology makes a very good test case for the question of inerrancy 
because a. it seems completely unrelated to the question of personal 
redemption, and b. it is very embarrassing to maintain. Thus, it has 
everything going against it and nothing going for it, except that the Bible 
teaches it. At stake is the specific intellectual authority of the Bible and our 
willingness to bow noetically before its every datum. At stake also is the 
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comprehensive intellectual authority of the Bible and our willingness to bow 
noetically to whatever the Bible states as it bears on a// areas of life. 

2. Itis often remarked that chronology is the backbone of history. Christianity is 
the only truly historical religion in the world. It is intimately and indissolubly 
bound to history. This being the case, we should expect chronology rather 
than be surprised at it. The chronology of the Bible only serves to highlight 
the radical historicity of the Christian faith, and provides an even starker 
contrast with the cyclical and philosophical faiths of fallen man. 

3. The chronology also serves to highlight the Biblical concept of salvation. 
Biblical salvation is not only individual, it is corporate. It is not only human, it 
is cosmic. It is not only ethical, it is noetic. The basic meaning of the Biblical 
word for salvation, yasha’, is “to put into a wide, open space.” Basically, 
then, Biblical salvation is a restoration to man’s original Edenic position. 
Man’s tasks in Eden were scientific and esthetic. Among the scientific 
aspects of his task would be to know and understand the past, and for that 
purpose chronology would be integral. When we mark that the chronology 
of the Bible is most specific at the beginning, where there is no 
corroboration possible from alien sources, and least simple to follow toward 
the end, where there is ample possible corroboration, then we can appre- 
ciate that the chronology is given as part of our salvation in the broad sense. 
It helps restore us to a portion of our human calling which sin has perverted. 


F. SCIENTIFIC IMPLICATIONS 


1. The chronology of Scripture establishes the limits for all historical-scientific 
disciplines at two points: Creation and the world-wide Deluge. With the 
specific limits established, many disciplines, such as radiometric dating 
methods and historical genetics, are in a position to reverse their 
methodology. This should tell us much more about the world that has gone 
before us. 

2. In Archeology, the chronology of the Bible further corrects the erroneous 
Egyptian chronology of Manetho which is currently the basis of archeo- 
logical dating. Courville has shown in detail the potential value of Biblical 
chronology for archeology. >" 


G. ETHICAL IMPLICATIONS 


1. It is exceedingly difficult for a Christian scholar to achieve respectability 
while adhering to six-day creationism. To go further and subscribe to 
“Ussher's Chronology’ — in principle if not in fact— is to take upon oneself 
the mantle of a Yahoo.* Hebrews 13:13. 





“Editor's Note: | particularly love this line in Mr. Jordan’s article. O that God 
would teach us how to be “Yahoos” for Christ. Not petty, rigid, defensive 
because weak-faithed “Yahoos” but gently confident, good humored 
because strong-faithed “Yahoos.” 
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The author must in closing exhort the reader not to reserve judgment on this 
matter. On many matters one may be most wise to reserve judgment, but not 
on a matter where God has spoken. We have seen that Biblical chronology is 
only very tendentiously related to the central issues of doctrine and ethics, 
and has everything going against it and little going for it save that God has 
spoken. May God grant that the fact He has spoken it be reason enough for 
our believing it. Amen. 
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BOOK REVIEW 


Objections Answered, by R. C. Sproul. Regal Books Division, Gospel Light 
Publications, Glendale, California 91209, 1978. 160 pp. $3.50 

Here is a fine book designed for laymen and in particular college students to 
offer Biblically solid and intellectually well thought out answers to the most 
common attacks upon Christianity and the church. The author's academic 
background lies in philosophy and theology. He is the Director of the Ligonier 
Valley Study Center where he speaks to thousands of students each year. 
Judging from this reviewer's own experience of witnessing and defending the 
Christian faith on a secular college campus, Dr. Sproul has chosen his topics 
well. The book deserves being given to young men and women from Christian 
homes about to attend college so they may be prepared to “give an answer of 
the hope that is in them to every one that asks them” (2 Peter 3:15). It also 
makes a good gift for the serious inquirer. 

Dr. Sproul begins with the story of his own conversion and calling. His 
statement, “My training was not in a conservative ‘hothouse.’ | have been 
through the gamut of liberal scholarship. | am a first-generation conservative — 
by conviction, not heritage or training” is well borne out by his work. It lends 
weight to the choice and presentation of his arguments which have evidently 
been tested in battle under fire. The book should be read from beginning to end 
as presented because the chapters are well chosen in order of need for use in 
college campus witnessing. Each chapter ends with a concise summary, Key 
Points to Remember. The book should be adaptable for a study guide in Sunday 
school or Bible study group in a quarterly course format. Both college 
student/young people's career and parents-of-such young people study groups 
should consider such a course with this book. 

Chapter Seven, “There Is No God!” deals with the creation/evolution issue. 
The notion of “self-creation”, popularly called “creation by chance” is 
examined. The following answer is offered: 

. .. chance has no power to cause anything. It has no power because it is 

nothing (that is no thing or no being). Chance is a mathematical 

abstraction with no real existence. Since it is nothing, it cannot do 
anything. To say that the world was created by chance is to say that it was 

created by nothing or was “self-created.” (p. 108) 

But “self-created” is illogical, “for something to create itself, it would have to 
exist in order to create. It would have to exist before it existed if it were to create 
its own existence. . . . it would have to be and not be at the same time and have 
the same relationship. To do that it would have to violate the law basic to all 
science, the law of contradiction. . . . The notion of self-creation is irrational in 
the extreme.” (p.107) 

An excellent brief discussion on the notion of an eternally existing material 
world follows, leading to a closely reasoned presentation of God's creation of 
the world ex nihilo, and emphasizing causality, the origin of intelligent life, 
purpose and intention, and the meaning of life as the best arguments against 
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God-denying skepticism. 

One of the book's best features is its careful avoidance of “pat’ or simplistic 
arguments. In general this approach is carried out well, with just the right 
balance struck between saying neither too much nor too little, and saying it in 
the spirit of speaking the truth— yet speaking it in love. This reviewer would like 
to adda postscript to Dr. Sproul’s discussion of the problem of evil and suffering 
(Chapters Eight and Nine). It is that from “within” the faith, to us who love our 
Lord, the evil and suffering He permits in our lives are His special favors — 
special opportunities to love Him back, to show Him how precious He is to us, 
that we do not love Him merely for “reward” (a happy life, or eternal life in 
Heaven rather than hell). Only Jesus living in us can love our Father thus in 
moments of intense suffering. Yet by His grace we are then one with Him, living 
by His faith (Gal. 2:20). So the apostles must have felt in Acts 5:41. So seen, 
from “within”, evil and suffering no longer “tell against’ God's goodness or 
existence or omnipotence. Also, the witness of a Christian “strengthened with 
all might, according to His glorious power, unto all patience and longsuffering 
with joyfulness” (Colossians 1:11) is powerful indeed. 

We highly recommend this work to our readers. 


Reviewed by Ellen Myers 


Fare Thee Well 
Glen M. Bruce 


So say “Farewell” to friends of long ago. 

Farewell to many feasts and fasts, the good, the bad 
will never last upon this earth; 

Farewell to places | once loved. | read and believe 
There's a better home waiting for me above. 
Goodbye to all the toys of time, and to all the 
Wise ones of this world not worth a rhyme. 

As for me, there's nothing to be said that's sad; 

If anything there’s every reason to be glad, 

For | did grab hold of and took delight, in the 
promise of everlasting heavenly rest; 

And that not for anything I've ever done, 

but because of the Infinite Love and Mercy 

of “The Wonderful One”. 


Glen M. Bruce receives his mail at P.O. Box 7535, Carmel, California 93921. 
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